
In the Matter oft 

THE APPLICATION OF EQUZ'I'AULP: OAEl COMPANY, ) 
A DIVISION OF EQUITABLE R1ZBOURCEllr XNC, C A ~  NO. 82-326 
FOR AN ADJUBTTMENT OP #ATEB 

The Commlsslon i s m e d  ite final Order in this procnedlng on 
April 12, 1993 ruling upon the rate requclet or Equltable Oas 

Company, a Division of Equitable #easuree@, Ine. ("ICqultable"), On 

April 15, 1993, the Attorney Uenerai sf the Cemmcnwealth o f  

Kentucky, by and through his Utility snd Rete rflt@FVPfItbn DLvlslon 

( " A Q " ) ,  petttloned for rehearing or reesneideretion of  tha 

COIN'fliBBiOn'Q April 1 2 1  1993 rete Order On the iCJ@Uf3 O f  mateF 

reedlng expenoeo. The ACJ requelrtlr the Csfflrnlaelon explaln I t s  

rejection of the ACJ'B posltion that t h e  niet@r redldbng exgsnses 

clafrned by Equitable are direUtly @Offllparebl@ t o  meter Fendlng 

expenses of certain local gag df#tributlen utllltlee ("LBCa"). 

This argument was raioed by the M f n  his ge#t-heering brief In 

this proceeding. The AU auggeets that the Cctnniselon m y  havs 

considered testimony about meter reading expeneee whish w m  ordered 

stricken by the Commission. Burther, the M argue# that the 

Cornmisoion has not provided eufPielent detail O f  the UOUlgOfl8flt 

expenses which make up the braad cfategery e€ meter reading 

expenses, 



Equitable responded to the A G ' s  petition Por reconsideration 

or rehearing by letter dated April 2 8 ,  1993. Equitable argues that 

rehearing should not be granted on meter reading expenses since the 

AG presented no evidenco on the appropriate level Lor this expense 

Stem. The record supports the reaeonableness of the level oP meter 

reading expense and Equitable has had no opportunity to explain, 

cross-examine or rebut the comparisons between meter reading 

expensos of LDCs and Equitablo. The AQ'a comparison oP meter 

reading expenses oP LDCs and Equitable is an attempt to buttress 

his case outside the record. 

KRB 278.400 provides that any party to a Commission proceeding 

may, within 20 days aPter the service of the order upon him, apply 

for rehearing with respect to any oP the matters determined by the 

Commission in ita Order. On rehearing any party may ofper 

additional evidence that could not with reasonable diligence have 

been offered at the Pormer hearing. In his petition Por 

reconsideration and rehearing, the AG has not ofPered any 

additional evidence that could not have been with reasonable 

diligence presented at the first hearing in this proceeding. The 

AG has not demonstrated that the Commission ha8 acted in a clearly 

erroneoue manner, or that Equitable has failed to meet its burden 

oP proof on the meter reading expense issue. The A G ' s  argument 

that Equitable's recorded expenses ahould bo comparable to the same 

account balance8 for other distribution utilities as they use the 

same system of accounts is without merit. First of all, if two 

account8 contain different cost elements they are not comparable. 
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Socond, tho AG d i d  not argue that the expensoo included in ACCOUnt 

No. 902 Meter Reading Expenrer were not legitimate company 

exponeee. Therefore, even if wo remove tho expenrea from Aooount 

NO. 902 they would be reallocated to other expenne account0 and 

would not change tho total rearonable revenue requirement of 

Equitable. After considoration of tho request for rehearing, the 

record in this came, and being otherwire rufficiently advised, the 

Commission therefore find. that the requeot for rohearing rhould be 

denied. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the requent of the A0 for 

reconsideration or rohearing of the Commirrion'o final Order dated 

April 12, 1993 in the above-otyled oare be and it hereby in denied. 
Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 5th dny of M y ,  1993. 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
/" - 2  

ATTEST: 

Jhw 
Executive Director 


